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Remarks/ Arguments 



Independent Claim 1 recites "the tapered portion includes an angled surface formed at an 
angle ranging from about 2-8 degrees with respect to the substantially flat portion; and wherein 
thickness ofthe linger between the substantially flat portion of the bottom surface ranges from 
about 1 .8- 1 .95 mm. " independent claim 14 recites "an end effector having at least one 
extension wherein each extension includes a top surface and a bottom surface and the extension 
having a free end, and the top surface having a substantially flat portion, and a tapered portion 
extending from the substantially Hat portion towards the free end, and wherein the thickness of 
the extension between the substantially flat portion and the bottom surface is about 0.05-0.2 mm 
less than the opening between the adjacently positioned semiconductor wafers in the cassette 
housing/' As such, Applicant's claims an end effector extension (finger or blade) with an 
increased thickness over prior art end effectors. The increase in thickness of the finger portion of 
the end effector decreases the likelihood ofthe finger being broken offif the finger accidentally 
strikes wafer processing equipment or a wafer. See the instant application in the last two 
sentences of paragraph 33. The prior art relied on by the Examiner fails to establish a 
relationship between the thickness ofthe end effector finger, and a tapered free end to solve the 
problem of breaking of end elTcctor fingers during wafer processing. 

Claims 1 and 4-18 have been rejected under 35 USC §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Shamlou el al. Shamlou el al. has disclosed a wafer handling device having a rear shoe 20 that is 
formed so as to have a leading edge 122 that is tapered at an angle that permits the wafer to slide 
into a holding pocket between the front shoe 1 1 6 and the rear shoe 120 even when expansion 
differences between the handling blade and the semi conductor substrate would otherwise cause 
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a misfit. See the paragraph bridging Columns 8 and 9. Shamlou el al, failed lo disclose or 
suggest any relationship between the ability to have an end effector blade or linger with a tapered 
free end and an increase in the thickness of the blade or linger to prevent damage to the blade or 
linger during wafer handling. Applicants' claim 1 recites "the tapered portion includes an angled 
surface formed at an angle ranging from about 2-8 degrees with respect to the substantially flat 
portion; and wherein thickness of the finger between the substantially Hat portion of the bottom 
surface ranges from about J ,8-1 .95 mm" which is not rendered obvious by Shamlou ct al. 
Shamlou et al leaches thai the loading edge of the of the end effector blade should be formed at 
an angle of 10-30 degree and thus teaches away from Applicants claim 1 that recites an angled 
surface formed at an angle ranging from 2-K degrees. The rejection fails to provide any 
motivation lo go against the teaching of Shamlou ct al. Nor does the rejection provide a rational 
of why on would by motivation to reduce the angle of the tapered portion as opposed to 
increasing the angle above 30 degrees. The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case 
with respect to independent claim L 

With respect lo independent claim 14, the rejection based on Shamlou ct al is fatally 
defect for failing to point out where any of the claim limitations are found in the prior art not to 
mention failing to provide any motivation of how and why the prior art should be modified to 
arrive at Applicant's claim 14. l[or example, the rejection fails to identify where the limitations 
"and wherein the thickness of the extension between the substantially flat portion and the bottom 
surface is about 0.05-0.2 mm less than the opening between the adjacently positioned 
semiconductor wafers in the cassette housing" are found in the prior art or why such limitations 
would be obvious in view of the prior art. Shamlou et al was concern about prevent damage to 
water, and was not lacing the problem o f preventing end effector blade and fingers from being 

7 



PAGE 8110 * RCVD AT 3/8/2004 10:23:46 AM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-1/0 * DNIS:8729327 * CSID:12485404035 * DURATION (mm-ss):02-10 



BEST AVAILABLE COPY 



03-08-' 04 10:31 FROM-TUNG & ASSOCIATES 12485404035 



T-399 P09/10 U-818 



broken. When the prior Jails to recognize the problem facing the inventor il cannot suggest the 
solution thereto. No prima facie case of obviousness has been established with respect to claim 
14, and the rejection of claim 14 in view of Shamlou ct al should be withdra wn. 

Claims I and 4-1 8 have been rejected tinder 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Siiajnlou ct al in view of Chen et al. The Examiner maintains that the lower limit (1 0 degrees) of 
the range of the angle of the wafer blade taught by Shamlou et al is "approximate" ofthat 
claimed. The Kxaminer relies on Chen et al for the generalized statement that the dimensions of 
the wafer blade may be adjusted. However, the Examiner attention is directed to Chen et al at 
column 3, lines 3-13 which states "If the wafer diameter is increased, or decreased, the 
dimensions of the wafer support blade can be adjusted without exercise of the invention. The 
taper of the blade can be varied." Thus, Chen et al teaches that the dimensions of the wafer 
support may be change only in response to changes in the dimension s of the wafer, and does not 
suggest a solution to the problem of breaking end effector fingers. Further, Chen ct al fails to 
suggest how the support blade dimensions should be modified. Furthermore, Chen et al actually 
teaches away from Applicant's claimed invention. The Kxaminer attention is respectfully 
directed to Figure 2 of Chen et al which shows the thickness lor various portion of the blade as 
1 .5 mm, 1 .0 mm, and 0.65 mm. Thus, Chen et al teaches that the upper limit of the thickness of 
the blade should be 1.5 mm, which teaches way from Applicant's claimed range of 1.8-1 .95 mm 
in claim I. No prima facie case of obviousness has been established with respect to claim I . 

With respect to claim 14, the rejection based on Shamlou el al and Chen ct al is fatally 
defect for failing to point out where any of the claim limitations arc found in the prior art - not to 
mention failing to provide any motivation of how and why the prior art should be modified to 
arrive al Applicant's claim 14. For example, the rejection fails to identify where the limitations 
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"and wherein the thickness ol'lhc extension between the substantially Hat portion and the bottom 
surface is about 0.05-02 mm less than the opening between the adjacently positioned 
semiconductor wafers in the cassette housing" are found in the prior art or why such limitations 
would be obvious in view of the prior art. The rejection improperly ignores claim limitations 
and therefore no prima facie ease of obviousness has been established. The rejection of claim 14 
based on Shamlou et al and Chen ct al should be withdrawn. 

In view of the above remarks, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and 
allowance of the claims now in the ease. 




Randy Tung 
Reg. No. 31311 
248-540-4040 
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